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Introduction
When individuals make a real-life donation decision, they usually do not have precise information about a charity's income streams. They do not know whether and how much their neighbors or other people in their social community donate to a certain charity. Furthermore, it is questionable whether they are aware of the exact amount of government subsidies given to that charity. They rather have a belief about the charity's size in terms of entire revenues, i.e. whether it is small or large.
With regard to the information about a charity's revenues, various approaches may be relevant: Theoretical models predict complete or incomplete crowding out of voluntary contributions by government financial support. Furthermore, an impact philanthropist may prefer to give to smaller charities to increase the relative impact of his donation, while the approaches of quality signaling and conditional cooperation predict that larger charities may be chosen more frequently. So far, however, experimental studies have examined either the effect of government financial support on voluntary contributions or the effect of social information on private donations but not the net effect. Experimental evidence hints at incomplete crowding out of private donations by government subsidies, while several studies on social information find a positive relation between others' contributions and those of one's own.
To fill this gap in the literature, we question how providing potential donors with information about the revenues of a charity affects charitable contributions. To this end, we conducted a framed field experiment where a non-student subject pool was asked to make a real donation decision. Half of the subjects could choose whether to give to a charity with relatively low annual revenues or to a charity with relatively high annual revenues. Our study is the first that presents evidence on the net effect and it shows a negative relation between a charity's entire revenues and private donations to that charity.
The outline of the paper is as follows: The second part summarizes the findings of the relevant theoretical and empirical literature and motivates our experimental framework. Part three describes the experimental setting and the fourth part delivers the results of the experiment. Part five concludes.
Background and Motivation
In this paper, we study the effect of third-party contributions on individual donations to charitable organizations. Third-party contributions to a charity may stem from governmental subsidies or other individuals' donations, respectively. Theoretical models and empirical studies have looked at the effects of both sources of charities' income on private donations.
The standard public goods model (Warr, 1982 , Roberts, 1984 , Bergstrom et al., 1986 predicts that private voluntary contributions are completely crowded out by government contributions to the same good. In this model, an individual derives utility from his private consumption as well as the total supply of the public good. If a contributing individual is taxed in order to finance the public good, he decreases his voluntary contributions by exactly the same amount, as long as the taxes to be paid do not exceed the voluntary contribution he made previous to the taxation. It is reasonable, though, to assume that a potential donor also derives positive utility from the mere act of contributing. Andreoni (1989 Andreoni ( , 1990 coined the term 'warm glow' to describe such preferences, where an individual's utility increases with the amount contributed. In this case, government contributions are not a perfect substitute for voluntary contributions, which implies that the former crowd out the latter only incompletely: An individual's contribution decreases by less than the exact amount of government's contributions. 1 The empirical evidence on the theoretical predictions of crowding out is mixed. In a literature review, Steinberg (1991) concludes crowding out of private charitable contributions by government spending to be between 0.5% and 35%. Also, more recent studies provide evidence for incomplete crowding out (among others Ribar and Wilhelm, 2002 , Gruber and Hungerman, 2007 , Andreoni and Payne, 2009 ). There is, however, also empirical evidence for crowding in of voluntary contributions (Khanna et al., 1995 , Khanna and Sandler, 2000 , Payne, 2001 . Arulampalam et al. (2009) use charity-level data for the special case of UK overseas development charities. They find no crowding-out of donations to development by official development assistance, however their results hint at a modest positive effect of government grants on private giving. This implies that donors may be attracted to charities which receive substantial support from the state. Furthermore, several laboratory experiments try to test the hypothesis of complete crowding out. Andreoni (1993) compared two groups of subjects that use the same mechanism to provide a public good, but face different levels of government provision. A minimum contribution level of two tokens is meant to resemble a tax which is used to finance a public good. If there was complete crowding out, average contributions (including the two tokens tax) should be the same in both groups. However, the author finds that crowding out is incomplete. Chan et al. (2002) use the same mechanism to confirm the result and extend it by the finding that crowding out increases as the size of the involuntary transfer increases. Bolton and Katok (1998) let subjects play a dictator game and vary the initial endowments of dictators and recipients (from $15 for the dictator and $5 for the recipient to $18 and $2, respectively). They find that the proportion of non-givers does not differ across the treatments, but that individuals in the 15-5 treatment give less, so there is some crowding out. Eckel et al. (2005) use the same mechanism, but control for fiscal illusion and the recipients are charities. If there is no fiscal illusion, i.e. the subject knows that the initial allocations are resulting from being taxed, there is support for the theoretical prediction of complete crowding out. In case of fiscal illusion, however, crowding out is zero. Konow (2010) keeps the endowment of the dictator fixed but changes the endowment of the recipient in the subsidy treatment from $0 to $4 and confirms the result of partial crowding out.
As charities do not only earn income from government contributions, further theoretical approaches have to be taken into account. Duncan's (2004) theory of impact philanthropy relates to individuals who aim at having a distinct effect on the supply of a charitable good, i.e. they want to 'personally make a difference'. Hence, an impact philanthropist may benefit from a charity's lower income. This is because an increase in the revenues of a charity or others' contributions causes negative externalities -the importance and the impact of the philanthropist's donation are reduced. It then may be that an impact philanthropist -if provided with the choice between two charities of different size -chooses to give to the charity with smaller income streams because this increases the relative impact of his gift. 2 Moreover, an impact philanthropist dislikes financing the administrative costs of a charity. If a philanthropist assumes larger charities to have greater administrative costs, he would prefer to give to the smaller organization. In yet another theoretical model, Andreoni (1998) assumes the existence of a nonconvexity in the production function of the public good, i.e. a minimum threshold that must be met for the public good to be consumed. He shows that in this case others' contributions may be regarded as substitutes for one's own.
On the other hand, however, models have been proposed which suggest that a positive effect of third-party contributions on individuals' donations may prevail. One approach is to model contributions by other individuals as a signal of the charity's quality as Vesterlund (2003) suggests. Typically, donations are not made simultaneously, but rather in a sequential manner, where high donations by other individuals suggest a high-quality charity which may induce individuals to give larger amounts to that organization. Andreoni (2006) remarks that leadership gifts may also be perceived as a signal for the respective charity's quality. To make this signal credible, however, the leadership gift has to be sufficiently high. So, if a charity with higher revenues is perceived to be of a higher quality it should be targeted by donors more likely than a charity with lower revenues. What is more, the phenomenon of conditional cooperation predicts that individuals will be more willing to contribute if they know that others contribute (Fischbacher et al., 2001) .
Several natural field experiments investigate how information about others' contributions affects charitable donations. Frey and Meier (2004) present evidence from a large-scale field experiment on conditional cooperation. They find that when students are presented with information that many other fellows donated to certain charitable funds, their willingness to contribute increases. The studies of Croson and Shang (2008; support this finding.
Their setting is an on-air fundraising campaign for a public radio station where another member's contribution is mentioned to participants before they make their own pledge. The results of their field experiment show that (social) information about others' high contributions influences one's own contributions positively. The information effect also works downwardly. When renewing donors are presented with information about another donor's contribution which is either above or below their last year's contribution, respondents adjust their contribution in the direction of the information (Croson and Shang, 2008) . Croson and Shang (2010) , however, demonstrate a natural limitation of the social information effect.
When the social information is too extreme, it may lead to lower individual contributions.
Also, Martin and Randal (2008) show that donors positively respond to information about others' contributions. Using field data from an art gallery, they find that depending on the composition of coins and bills in a transparent donation box, the more bills are exhibited relative to coins the lower is the participation rate and the higher is the average donation. While these two opposing effects level off, so that similar total donation amounts are realized across these treatments, a displayed donation box which is empty induces lower overall donations. 3
In summary, previous experimental studies indicate that there is incomplete crowding out of voluntary contributions by government contributions and that providing information about others' contributions increases either the propensity to donate, the size of the donation, or both. Our approach differs from previous experiments in two important aspects. First of all, the information presented to each subject in our experiment consists of two intervals stating the yearly revenues received by an organization which comprises donations, membership fees and public subsidies. We deem this kind of information to be very close to the situation potential donors find themselves in the real world, as they usually cannot distinguish the size of other donors' gifts and may not be aware of the extent to which a charity receives government subsidies. The information is provided to distinguish charities by their size.
Donations to larger organizations could mirror the fact that charities' revenues serve as a signal for good quality of a charity whereas donations to smaller organizations might reflect crowding out at the organization level or the aim at having a higher relative impact through the donation. Our framework however, is not meant to test for crowding out of voluntary contributions to a certain public good, e.g. development aid. If a subject chooses to give to a small development organization instead of the large one, he still consumes the public good.
Hence, crowding out rather happens on the organizational level.
Secondly, we use a framed field experiment rather than a natural field experiment. Unlike in a natural field experiment, subjects in a framed field experiment undertake the task in an artificial environment and know that they are part of an experiment (Harrison and List, 2004) .
Although this may bias the subjects' behavior to some extent, we can make use of the advantages of framed field experiments in terms of more control and the elicitation of personal characteristics of our participants. In addition, we can exploit that the donation decisions are made completely anonymously in our setting. In door-to-door-fundraising, solicitation letter campaigns or other kinds of donation campaigns the identity of the donor is usually known to the organization. By means of our double-blind procedure however, neither other experimental subjects nor the experimenter know the amount of the donation made by a certain donor. This enables us to rule out an experimenter effect or certain motivations such as signaling of wealth, prestige or social approval. That such social incentive effects can arise from removing anonymity is shown in the field (Soetevent, 2005) as well as in the lab (Hoffman et al. 1994; Andreoni and Petrie, 2004) . Furthermore, framed field experiments are characterized by a non-student subject pool and field context in the commodity and therefore offer more realism than conventional lab experiments (Harrison and List, 2004) . A weakness of lab experiments is often seen in the weak representativeness of the sample and thus the lacking generalizability of results.
Especially in the case of donation decisions representativeness might be important. Carpenter et al. (2008) for example show in a laboratory experiment that students tend to be less likely to donate to a charity than members from the broader community.
Experimental Design

Implementation and Participants
For subject recruitment, invitation letters were randomly distributed in the city of Mannheim, Germany (see Appendix C). The letter contained an invitation to take part in a scientific study and informed people that they would receive €40 for participation. It was announced that there would be a kind of survey in which they could (voluntarily and anonymously) make consumption decisions. We used a relatively high show-up fee in order to avoid underrepresentation of people with high opportunity costs of time. Furthermore, we already emphasized in the invitation letter that the money was a reward for participation in the study in order to make people feel entitled to their endowment and to avoid a bias due to unexpected gift money. The experiment took place in July 2009 on the premises of the Centre for European Economic Research (ZEW) in Mannheim. A total of 223 participants took part in the experiment. At the beginning of each session, participants individually drew lots to determine their ID number (which remained unknown to other participants and the experimenters) and chose a table. The tables had privacy screens on every side to ensure private decisions and answers. Participants were not allowed to talk to each other. If they had questions, the experimenters answered them privately. The 12 experimental sessions lasted around 60 minutes each. Within one session, all subjects performed exactly the same task. At first, all participants obtained detailed instructions about the course of the experiment (see Appendix B). The main features were orally repeated. We emphasized that all information given in the instructions was true. Participants in all treatments filled out a questionnaire with questions about socio-demographic characteristics, their donation habits, and their attitude toward their own social standing within society and toward governmental responsibilities. The attitudinal questions were taken from the German General Social Survey (ALLBUS) which is conducted every two years with a representative sample of the German population. 4 At the end of each session, participants had the chance to comment on the experiment and to give reasons for their decisions (see Figure A1 in Appendix A for a detailed overview of the experimental proceedings).
Participants' socio-demographic characteristics are shown in Appendix A (Tables A1 and   A2 ). The subject pool is highly diversified with for example age ranging from 18 to 75 years.
Although it is not fully representative of the German resident population, it is sufficiently diversified in all socio-demographic variables in order to examine the influence of each variable on charitable behavior. Moreover, in case of gender, income, and religion, the distribution of our subject pool does not significantly differ from that of the German population (chi squared test, t-test, p>0.1) 5 . More precisely, 46.2% of subjects are male.
22.9% dispose of a monthly net household income of less than €1,000, most of the subjects live in households with incomes between €1,000 and €3,000 and only 13.0% have more than €3,000 per month disposable. With regard to religion, Catholics (31.4%) and Protestants (31.8%) are equally represented, whereas 6.7% possess another religious affiliation and 30.0% of all subjects do not belong to any religious community. Participants' responses to questions regarding their giving behavior in the past as well as their attitudes are also displayed in Appendix A (Tables A3 and A4 ).
Treatments
The experiment comprised two treatments which both contained a real donation stage where subjects simultaneously and independently decided how much (if any) of their endowment to donate to a certain charity. Subjects were informed that all of the selected charities have obtained the 'DZI Spendensiegel', a label for charities that use their funds economically and according to their statutes. 6 Subjects could choose one of four charitable causes, namely disabled care, development aid, medical research, and animal protection, whereby subjects knew only the purpose but not the name of the organizations to avoid any reputation effects.
All donation decisions were completely voluntary and anonymous. We used a double-blind procedure in which neither other subjects nor experimenters came to know if, how much and to which cause a subject donated. Subjects received a large envelope containing two small envelopes and the endowment of €40 broken into two 10-euro notes, one 5-euro note, six 2euro coins, and three 1-euro coins. This breakdown enabled subjects to donate any integer amount between €0 and €40 and abated incentives to only give the coins. Subjects placed the amount they wished to donate in one of the small envelopes assigned to donations, labeled the envelope with their ID number and, in case they were willing to give a positive amount, the charitable cause to which they wished to donate. The amount of money subjects wished to keep for themselves was placed in the other small envelope. Afterwards, subjects dropped the sealed envelope specified for donations in a box.
The baseline treatment ("NoInfo") with 113 subjects involved the above described donation stage and afterwards the completion of the questionnaire. The 110 subjects in the treatment "Info" were informed not only about the charitable cause of the organizations but also about their revenues taken by donations, membership fees and public subsidies in 2006. For each charitable cause, we offered two organizations, one relatively small organization with revenues between €40,000 and €300,000 and one relatively large organization with revenues between €5 million and €11 million. Thus, subjects in this treatment could choose one of eight organizations for their donation. All donations made during the experiment were transferred in full to the respective organizations. In case of the NoInfo treatment, donations were equally assigned to small and large organizations of the same cause. The counting of donations and the transfer to the organizations were notarially monitored and certified. This procedure and the name of the notary were already announced in the experimental instructions. 7
Results
Univariate analysis
In total, €1,225 are donated to the charities. Mean donation per participant is €5.49 or 13.7% of the endowment, median donation is €3.00. Broken down by purposes, €448 are donated to disabled care, €318 to development aid, €274 to medical research, and €185 to animal protection. Disabled care is not only the purpose which is selected most frequently (21%) but which also receives the highest average donations (9.53€). Whereas individual donations do not differ significantly between the four purposes, subjects select animal protection less frequently than the other three purposes (binomial test 1% significance). Overall, 33 % of the subjects do not make a donation at all. Table 1 contains the descriptive statistics of the donation distribution. In the NoInfo treatment in which subjects did not obtain information about charity revenues, mean donation per participant is €5.56 and in the Info treatment in which subjects obtain this information, mean donation is €5.43 (compare Table 2 ). Interestingly, providing participants with this information neither has an impact on individual donations nor on the probability to select a certain charitable cause. However, it shifts donations within the group of subjects who obtained the information: €455 are donated to small organizations and €132 are donated to large organizations. On average, participants donate €8.92 to small organizations and €6.95 to large organizations; this difference, however, is not statistically significant. In the theory section we have proposed different explanations why people may prefer small organizations to large ones. However, we cannot be sure whether these reasons actually induced the subjects to choose the small organization. There are several other possible reasons for people's preferences which are not captured by the theoretical models. For example, small organizations might be associated with more local activities.
For this reason, we conducted an ex-post online survey with the subjects who participated in the Info treatment. The survey was completely anonymous and contained questions about the decisions in the experiment, namely (i) whether subjects donated a positive amount, if so (ii) to which charitable cause, (iii) to a small or a large organization, and given that choice (iv) for what reason they chose the small or the large organization. All questions offered predetermined answers including the option "I cannot remember". If participants had chosen the small organization, they were provided with the following answers: "For my decision to donate to the small organization, it was decisive that (a) my donation to the small organization has a higher impact compared to a large organization, (b) small organizations are discriminated against compared to large ones and therefore need more support, (c) small organizations have lower administrative costs compared to large ones and therefore my donation is more likely to benefit the actual charitable cause, (d) small organizations are more likely to act on a local level compared to large ones, (e) small organizations are more specialized in certain fields of activity compared to large ones, (f) other reasons." If participants had chosen the large organization, they were provided with these options: "For my decision to donate to the large organization, it was decisive that (a) the large organization was able to already collect many funds (consisting of donations, membership fees and public subsidies), (b) large organizations can achieve more with my donation than the small ones, (c) large organizations have a higher level of familiarity compared to small ones, (d) large organizations are more likely to act professionally compared to small ones, (e) other reasons."
In both cases, the predetermined options randomly varied between participants, they could select several options and give further reasons in an open description field. i.e. there are no significant differences between the survey data and the experimental data. For example, the 68% of responders stating in the survey that they donated a positive amount correspond to 64% who in fact donated a positive amount in the experiment. Let us first consider the people who had chosen the small organization. The reasons for this decision which are mentioned most frequently are lower administrative costs (50%) and a possible higher impact of the own donation (44%). Recall that these are the motives that are captured by the impact theory. Another reason which is mentioned frequently is the neediness of small organizations (39%), indicating the existence of a crowding out effect at the organizational level (see Figure 2 ).
Regarding the choice of the large organization the most frequently stated reason is the professionalism of large organizations (86%) followed by the achievement of objectives (43%) and the apparent ability to acquire funds (29%). All these motivations support the quality signaling approach. However, this signal attracts only few donors.
Multivariate analysis
Besides looking at the effects of the various treatments, we ran econometric estimations to analyze the impact of various socio-demographic variables which have been surveyed in the questionnaire. Around 33% of the subjects decided not to donate, hence there is a large number of observations clustered at zero donations. In this case, ordinary least squares estimates would not be accurate, so we conduct a maximum likelihood estimation of a Tobit model. In the baseline estimation, we include the following socio-demographic variables: age, household size as the absolute number of household members including children, dummy variables for male subjects, unmarried subjects, subjects not having any religious affiliation (no religion), voters of the left party, highly educated subjects (education, owning a graduate degree), high income subjects (monthly net household income of 2.000 € or more).
It is very likely, however, that there are unobservable features influencing the decision whether to make a charitable contribution or not. Therefore, we additionally include four attitudinal variables taken from the German General Social Survey (ALLBUS) to control for one's perceived standing within society and the attitude towards the state. More precisely, the variable position is a dummy variable for subjects thinking they receive their fair share or more compared to others living in Germany. The variable disparities is coded as '1' for those subjects believing that the social disparities in Germany are just. The variable state resp is a dummy for subjects who want the state to care for a good living in case of illness, misery, unemployment and old age. Similarly, the variable equalize takes the value '1' if a subject indicated that it is the responsibility of the state to reduce income disparities. Although it is quite common to include attitudinal variables in econometric estimations (e.g. Corneo and Grüner, 2002) , the causality between these variables and the dependent variable (donations) may run in both directions, i.e. these variables may be endogenous. For this reason, Table 3 displays both estimations with attitudinal variables and those without these variables in order to show whether effects are robust to this modification. The second specification furthermore includes a dummy variable for subjects that already made a charitable donation in the year 2009 (donor 2009) in order to control for offsetting effects. Furthermore, we ran both estimations with and without outliers. Outliers were defined as those subjects contributing more than half their endowment (€20) in the donation decision (five subjects). 
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Our results show a positive and highly significant effect of age on charitable donations, whereas the coefficients for male donors and household size are not significant. This finding is robust across all four models. Moreover, across all four estimations, voters of the left party on average give significantly smaller amounts than all other subjects. Surprisingly, being unmarried affects the donation decision positively and significantly. It may be suspected that unmarried subjects, as they may have less responsibility for other people in their everyday life, feel more obliged to help others with their donation.
Subjects without a religious affiliation seem to make significantly lower contributions, but the corresponding coefficient is only significant when outliers are excluded. As expected from previous empirical investigations, high incomes and high education both have a positive impact on donations although the significance levels vary according to the estimation specification. The relation between donations in the experiment and donations that have been made in the year 2009 previously to the experiment is as expected negative, though not significant. Furthermore, the attitudinal variables do not have any explanatory power.
We have seen that small organizations are preferred by the donors and certain characteristics influence the donation behavior differently. In a further step we now investigate whether subjects' characteristics differ with respect to the donation choice. As we face three possible outcomes (no donation, donation to a small organization and donation to a large organization), a multinomial response model is appropriate. Since we assume that adding another donation category, e.g. a medium sized organization, affects the donation decision of donors and nondonors differently, the assumption of the irrelevance of independent alternatives does not hold in our case. Therefore, we make use of the nested logit model. In particular, we define two nests in which one nest consists of all non-donors of the Info treatment while the other nest contains all donors that donated to either a small or a large organization. As the base variable we choose the outcome "small organization" as it was selected most frequently by the subjects. We use the same explanatory variables as in the first specification of Table 3 . The earlier defined outliers are included in our analysis as the decision to donate or not to donate is now the major point of interest (rather than the size of the donation). Furthermore, the results do not change if we exclude the outliers.
From Table 4 we see that donors who donate to a small organization do not significantly differ from donors who donate to a large organization (column 2). When comparing the donors to the small organization with the non-donors (column 1), we find that donors to small organizations are more likely to be unmarried than the non-donors (p<0.1). This result confirms the findings we reported earlier in Table 3 . 9 
Conclusions
The results of our experiment contribute to understanding how the provision of information about charities' revenues affects individual donation decisions. We find that subjects prefer to give to small charities with relatively low revenues as compared to large charities. Thus, our results support the predictions that may be derived from the model of impact philanthropy by Duncan (2004) , which assumes that donors try to achieve the biggest impact possible with their charitable contribution, as well as from the public goods model, which predicts incomplete crowding out of voluntary contributions by third party contributions. Our survey data shows that quality considerations as suggested by Vesterlund (2003) and Andreoni (2006) play a role for those few donors that chose to give to large organizations.
The type of information we announced in our experiment differs from that used in other experiments: To our knowledge, this is the first study which provides participants with the information about a charity's entire revenues. We deem this kind of information to be more realistic because in real-life donation decisions, individuals usually do not precisely know whether and how much other individuals have given and to which extent a charity is subsidized by government. While the announcement of other individuals' contributions is likely to lead to the emergence of anchor points or the desire to comply with own or others' expectations, the information provided in our experiment does not point in one specific direction but rather offers two charities of different size. Considerations like signaling of wealth (Glazer and Konrad, 1996) or social approval (Holländer, 1990) are not relevant in our anonymous setting. Thus, varying the content of (social) information can be a fruitful area of further research.
The results of our experiment confirm previous findings that the individual willingness to donate increases with subjects' age, income, and education (e.g. Pharoah and Tanner, 1997, Schervish and Havens, 1997) . This suggests that donation decisions in our experiment are a good indicator of real-life decisions. Unmarried individuals donate significantly more and voters of the left party donate significantly less than others. As individuals with certain characteristics are more likely to react positively when provided with the opportunity to make a donation, fundraisers may be able to increase donations by specifically targeting those individuals. 100.00 1) If subjects stated that they have donated before they were asked to which charity they donated most frequently. If subjects gave more than one answer the charity named first was included. Note: The treatments with information are identical to the treatments without information except for the fact that in the donation stage subjects could choose between a small organization (with revenues between €40,000 and €300,000) and a large organization (with revenues between €5 million and €11 million) for each charitable purpose.
Appendix B: Experimental Instructions (translated from German)
Welcome! Thank you very much for participating in our study for the analysis of consumer behavior. Enclosed in this folder, you find information which you need during this event. You may return pages to which you have already gone through at any time. Please turn pages only up to the next "stop-sign". You will be asked to turn to the next page. Please only read the respective text and do not act until you receive specific instructions to follow the assignment.
Please follow the instructions carefully. We also would like to ask you not to talk to other participants.
We want to emphasize that all information which we gain from today's event will only be used to draw a comparison between the groups of participants. No individual data about the participants will be published or passed on.
Shortly, we will come up to your seat and you will draw a piece of paper with a number on it. This number will serve as your personal identification number (ID) throughout the study. Please state your ID whenever you are asked to do so during the study. The ID ensures anonymity, as neither other participants nor we know your name or the ID that belongs to it.
--STOP sign : Please do not turn the page until we ask you to! --
Part 1
For your participation in the study, you will receive 40 Euros. Shortly, we will hand out the money in an envelope. Then we ask you to confirm the receipt. Afterwards, you will get the opportunity to donate any preferred amount of money to a charitable cause.
There is a charitable organization behind every charitable cause. The money which you, if any, will donate, will be completely transferred to the respective charity. We guarantee that this will happen lawfully and will have the transfer supervised and verified by the director of the notary's office, Dr. Rainer Preusche.
All selected charitable organizations hold the "donation seal" by the state-approved German Central Institute for Social Issues (Deutsches Zentralinstitut für soziale Fragen (DZI)). This assures that the organizations act autonomously and charitably and that the usage of their financial means is reviewable, economical and statutory. The names of the individual organizations will at this point -for scientific reasons -not be mentioned. We guarantee that all information you receive from us regarding the organizations is true. At the end of the experiment, we are happy to hand to you a list of all organizations upon request.
Following, we present to you four different charitable causes to which you can donate in the course of this study.
The four charitable causes are: The organizations you can make a donation to do not only differ with regard to their charitable causes, but also their revenues, which these organizations have generated in 2006 from donations, membership fees and government grants. For each charitable cause, we offer you a charitable organization with relatively small revenues between 40,000 and 300,000 Euros and organizations with rather large revenues between 5 million Euros and 11 million Euros.
Therefore, we ask you, in the case you donate, to pick one of the following organizations: We now hand out to you an envelope with the money you receive for your participation in our study.
--STOP sign : Please do not turn the page until we ask you to! --In the envelope, you find:
one white envelope one blue envelope -40 Euros, composed of two 10 Euro-bills, one 5 Euro-bill, six 2 Eurocoins and three 1 Euro-coins one receipt.
We now ask you to sign the receipt you find enclosed. By doing so, you confirm that you have received 40 Euros from ZEW for the participation in this study. We need the receipt for administrative purposes. Without a receipt we are not allowed to give you the money. Your data is still handled confidentially and anonymized. We will now collect the receipts, the study will continue hereafter.
--STOP sign : Please do not turn the page until we ask you to! --Now you can make a donation decision. You can decide freely and anonymously whether and how much money you want to give to one of the above-mentioned charitable organizations. The amount of money you put into the blue envelope will benefit a charitable cause and will be transferred completely to the respective charity after the experiment. You will keep the amount of money you put into the white envelope.
The study proceeds as follows:
1.) Make your donation decision.
In case of a donation, please tick the desired charitable organization on the blue envelope. Please note that you have to choose one of the four [in the Info treatment: eight] charities given. It is not possible to choose more than one charitable organization for your donation. Please tick only one organization if you wish to donate. If you tick more than one organization, unfortunately, we will not be able to transfer the donation. If you do not wish to donate, please do not tick any organization.
2.) Write down your ID-number into the predefined box on the blue envelope, irrespective of whether you wish to donate or not.
3.) Put the desired donation amount into the blue envelope.
4.) Put the amount of money you wish to keep into the white envelope.
Finally, you should have distributed 40 Euros completely to the two envelopes. Please note that any distribution in full amounts of Euros is possible. You may put any desired amount of money into both envelopes. It is also possible to put 40 Euros completely into one envelope.
5.) Seal up both envelopes.
When all participants have finished, we will come up to you and collect the blue envelope. When we do so, please put the blue envelope into the box. Please keep the white envelope. We guarantee that your donation will be transferred to the charitable organization lawfully and have the transfer supervised and verified by the director of the notary's office, Dr. Rainer Preusche.
We will explain the most important items once again orally. Afterwards, please make your decision as described above.
Part 2 -Questionnaire
Please answer the following questions by ticking or filling out.
If you have a question, please raise your hand. We will come up to you and answer your question. Please do not say your question out loud and please do not talk to other participants. --STOP sign : Please do not turn the page until we ask you to! --
We would like to ask you to write down general comments regarding our study. You may also give reasons for your donation decision. [11 empty lines follow]
We would like to thank you for participating in our study and wish you a nice day! Please remember to take the white envelope with you.
Appendix C: Invitation letter used for recruitment of participants (translated from German)
The following writing was sent via private carriers to randomly selected households in the municipal area of Mannheim. The front page shows the logo of ZEW at the top of the letter, general contact information of the project manager and the following text:
Ref.: Invitation to a scientific study on consumer behavior
Dear Sir or dear Madam, the Centre for European Economic Research (ZEW) Mannheim is a non-profit-making research institute, which is active in the field of applied economics. At present, ZEW is conducting a scientific study in the range of individual consumption decisions. In order to carry out our scientific study, we are looking for participants. For this reason, we would like to invite you.
For your participation in the study, which lasts about 60 minutes, you will receive 40 Euros in cash. With the money, you will be able to make consumption decisions during the study.
The money spent will be subtracted from the 40 Euros you received. If you do not spend any money, you will be paid out 40 Euros without deductions. In doing so, your decisions will be voluntary and anonymous at all times. Only the ZEW researcher team will know your identity, your statements will be treated with the utmost discretion and according to the Data Protection Act.
Please consider the following requirements for the participation in the study:
 registration by phone,  residence in Mannheim (verification with, for example, your identity card),
 very good knowledge of the German language,  between 18 and 75 years old  arriving on time on the selected date and presenting this letter If you would like to take part in the study and meet the conditions mentioned above, please choose one of the dates listed on the next page and register by telephone. The selection of participants is carried out according to scientific criteria. The event will be taking place at the ZEW. At the end of the event, you will receive 40 Euros in cash minus the amount which you have possibly spent for your personal consumption. Should you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to call us at 0621/1235-395 from June 29 th to July 15 th 2009, 4pm to 6pm.
We are looking forward to welcoming you as participants in our study.
Yours sincerely,
Sarah Borgloh (project manager)
The back page offers further information concerning the study:
